OPP Fact: “...[Dl]irect payment
media receive more revenues
than advertiser supported
broadcasters from audiences of
the same size. Thus they are
able to present programming
that would not be financially
viable for broadcasters, and
they may be able to purchase
more expensive, and
presumably more attractive,
programming.”43

INTV Critique: This juxtaposition of
thoughts is misleading. Media with dual
revenue streams derive more revenue for
programming of the same size audience.
However, cable networks draw considerably
smaller audiences, as might be expected in
light of their smaller “circulation” than the
broadcast networks. They can present
programming attractive only to niche
audiences because they can supplement
advertising revenue, which would be
insufficient to support the program, with
direct payments. That cable systems may be
able to purchase more attractive (more
expensive) programming, however, while
true in theory, ignores that such
programming already is available via
advertiser-supported television. The viewer
is unlikely to pay for what is available
gratis. Most general audience cable
networks are more like independent
stations, as the Commission has
recognized. They have made no attempt to
compete head-on with the networks. Thus,
the demand for network quality
programming has not 1increased
appreciably. The exceptions are truly
unique programs like high-visibility sports
events. If cable buys the World Series or
Super Bowl, then the networks can offer no
competitive programming. Those events are
unique. The OPP staff does concede that
such programs “are likely candidates to be
bid away to pay or pay-per-view services.”44
Similarly, at the local level, the transition of
local team sports telecasts from broadcast to
cable confirms the ability of cable to acquire
unique program product, but not product
like network entertainment programming
for which substitutes would be available
without charge on the networks.
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OPP Opinion:“...[Ilncreasing
program expenditures almost
certainly will not bring back
the networks’ old audience
shares, as CBS’s unsuccessful
attempt to increase its
audience shares by purchasing
expensive sports programming
suggests.”45

OPP Fact: “The expansion in
the number of independent
stations over the past decade
considerably increased the
demand for syndicated
programming, and satellites
have reduced the cost of
distribution. The syndication
market in recent years has
produced large numbers of
new first-run programs. In
fact, 18 of the 25 most popular
syndicated programs, and
eight of the top ten, are first
run. The others are off-network
series.”46

INTV Critique: The CBS experience with
sports may not be the best example. Sports
is a particularly unique type of
programming, and prices for sports
programming have been bid up by cable
television. Nonetheless, the CBS sports
contracts must be viewed in context. First,
they are multi-year contracts. Their
ultimate performance may be evaluated
only after their full term has run. Second,
CBS did achieve excellent ratings with the
recent league championship series and the
World Series. Third, the value to CBS from
sports programming like the World Series
extends beyond the advertising revenue
derived from sale of time. The large
audience also provides an incomparable
opportunity to cross-promote other CBS
programming.

INTV “One More Time”: INTV already has
debunked the relationship between the
expansion in the number of independent
stations and demand for first run
syndicated programming.4’This especially
is true with respect to the most popular first
run programs which achieve their
popularity via exhibition on network
affiliates, not independents.
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OPP Fact: “Recently, however,
demand for syndicated
programs, not counting Fox
programming, has declined for
two reasons. First, 35% of
independents have now
affiliated with the Fox network,
which has reduced the demand
for other syndicated
programming. Second, many
independent stations are in a
weak financial position
because of over-expansion and
because of the current
recession. Recently, prices paid
for syndicated programming
are reported to have fallen.”48

OPP Fact: “The growth in the
number of cable networks has
resulted in a major increase in
the quantity of programming
produced....”49

INTV Reality Check: The emergence of Fox
has had much less effect on syndicated
programming demand than one might
expect. The critical daypart for independent
stations is early fringe time, when no Fox
programming is available. In prime time,
when Fox programming is fed to affiliated
stations, the independent stations rarely
would have scheduled syndicated series
programs. Most broadcast feature films or
sports telecasts. Thus, the demand for
syndicated series would not have decreased
appreciably. The staff also ignores the
supply side of the equation. The market
currently appears to be glutted with “second
tier” off-network syndicated programming.
Whereas the supply of highly attractive hits
has remained small, the supply of
programming the next level down in
attractiveness is in a temporary bulge.

INTV Question: The staff offers no facts to
back this assertion. It appears belied by the
amount of syndicated programming (as
opposed to originally produced
programming) shown on cable networks.
In any event, little network quality
programming has been produced for cable
networks. As the staff concludes,
“Programming on most basic cable
channels, however, remains less expensive
than that of the broadcast networks.”0
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OPP Opinion: “To the extent
that broadcast networks ever
had market power in the
program acquisition market,
additional purchasers of
programming have eliminated
that market power, allowing
program producers to raise
prices and reap more of the
profits. To the extent that some
programs are uniquely popular
and cannot be duplicated,
increased demand can allow
producers to maintain high
prices and profits for an
indefinite period. In such cases
much of the profit generated by
large audiences will be
captured by the talent
(directors, actors, athlete, etc.)
that create the programs.”1

OPP Opinion: “It should be
noted that the ability of various
media to purchase programing
of a given quality is a different
issue from market power in
program purchase. Here the
question is whether given
purchasers have the ability to
make roughly comparable
program expenditures, not the
ability of firms to behave
anticompetitively.52”

INTV Critique: The Commission has
concluded that networks retain sufficient
power to extract valuable rights from
producers. Again, the new demand is not
for network quality programming, but for
less expensive programming which hardly
is substitutable for network programming.
This does not detract from network power
because demand for network programming
has grown only marginally. Moreover,
program producers disagree with the
conclusion that they have been able to raise
prices. They insist that networks have held
prices down. As to uniquely popular
programming, the Commission is correct;
producers do raise prices to cover
increasing talent costs. However, this
programming far from represents the bulk
of network programming. Additionally,
whereas the potential success of a program,
by virtue of its genre and talent can be
estimated, the ability of program talent to
raise their fees follows, not precedes, the
network exhibition of the program.

INTV Reality Check: However, if only a few
like entities purchase programming of a
certain quality (i.e., expense per program or
episode), then they “make” the market in
that type of programming. Whereas this
may be a different issue than market power,
but if three entities make a market in
network quality programming, then those
three entities have market power. The
Commission already has come to that
conclusion!53 :
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OPP Opinion: “The relevant
market for the purpose of the
financial interest and
syndication rules, for example,
includes not only broadcast and
cable, but theatrical movies
and home video. In this
market, individual broadcast
networks have small market
shares. A large number of
cable networks are
independent purchasers in this
market, and some pay high
prices for programming.”54

INTV Critique: This also may be a
convenient way to justify elimination of the
financial interest and syndication rules.
The staff neglects, however, that the
Commission has reached contrary findings
and conclusions. In reality, broadcast
network programming is unique in light of
the mass audience available only to the
networks. Thus, network programming is a
distinct market or submarket in which the
networks represent 100% of the market As
noted above, the cable networks have no
incentive to acquire network quality
programming as long as such
programming is available on the broadcast
networks. Viewers cannot be expected to
pay for what also is available for no charge.
Only in the case of unique programming
like sports events can cable networks
require viewers to pay for what previously
has been available for free. As the staff
acknowledges, sports programming
exemplifies the case of cable’s dual revenue
stream enabling cable to outbid broadcast
networks for programming.
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OPP Facts: “While pay and pay-
per-view cable present some
expensive highly popular
programming, overall
expenditures on cable
programming, particularly
basic cable programming, are
lower than those for broadcast
network programming, though
cable expenditures are rising
and basic cable has begun to
present first-run series and
other programming
resembling that of broadcast
networks. Cable is estimated to
account for only 16 percent of
total program expenditures but
about 32 percent of
audiences.”®

OPP Facts: “Revenues of cable
networks were thus 49 percent
of those of broadcast networks
in 1990, and are projected to
increase to 60 percent in 1995.
Cable network program
expenditures were 39 percent of
the broadcast network total in
1990 and are projected to be 48
percent in 1995.756

INTV Cheer: This is just what INTV has
been saying! Moreover, a Yugo may
“resemble” a Jaguar, but....Finally, cable
relies heavily on pre-existing product and
often that which is older or otherwise not
expected to perform well on broadcast
television. That it should cost much less
than production of new network quality
programming should be no surprise.

INTV Critique: This is a misleading
comparison in some respects. The per
network revenue or expense or per program
expense would reveal a far different
comparison. Three major broadcast
networks are included on one side of the
comparison versus over a hundred cable
networks.
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OPP Fact: “..[IIndustry reports
suggest that about half of cable
networks’ revenues come from
license fees.”57

OPP Suggestion: “At the same
time, the large programming
expenditures of the broadcast
networks may suggest that
broadcast networks’
programming funds are being
spent 1inefficiently. The
networks’ high program
expenditures also suggest the
possibility that some of the
profits of broadcasting are
being passed on to the program
production industry in high
payments for top actors and
other talent, and that reduced
expenditures on programming
might not result in
commensurate reductions in
quality.”®9

INTV Critique: The “source” for this
assertion by the staff is a statement over five
years ago in a filing with the FCC by ESPN.
Such a stale generalization is flawed
inherently and would be valid only by
coincidence. What this illustrates is the
Commission’s error in giving the staff the
benefit of a presumption which other
parties must rebut. The staff findings -- like
this one -- often are too thinly premised to
justify a presumption. This is particularly
true in cases where the Commission
already has rejected the staff’'s findings or
conclusions. as it has in some respects
concerning network power in the
programming marketplace.58

INTV Response: The latter point is valid.
The networks must make high payments
for talent in order to maintain the distinctly
higher quality of their programming. If
they abandoned the top level talent to cable,
then cable could charge for the top quality
programming because it no longer would be
available from the networks. Consequently,
the networks will continue to pay top talent
the going rate, although efficiencies may be
achieved at other levels. Furthermore, a
distinction in the efficiency of network
programming expenditures probably
should be drawn between between network
program acquisition and production. In the
latter case, networks can control more
readily the efficiency of their expenditures.
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OPP Prediction: “In large
markets, audiences probably
will remain large enough to
support many television
stations, particularly since
over-the-air alternatives are so
plentiful in these markets that
cable penetration remains
relatively low.”60

OPP Speculation: “In markets
below the top ten....a reduction
in the number of stations may
occur, which would reduce
over the air choice. One can
speculate, however, that local
programming will be affected
little by stations leaving the
market, since marginal
stations apparently spend very
little on local programming.”62

OPP Prediction: “For the three
conventional television
networks the decline in
audience shares will probably
slow over the decade as cable
matures and as marginal
independents go dark.”63

INTV Reality Check: Cable penetration in
the large markets is not relatively low in
other than a very marginal sense. Only in a
handful of markets does cable penetration
vary significantly from the national
average.51

INTV Critique: One can speculate about
anything, but speculation is no basis for
Commission action. Moreover, looking only
to the amount spent for local programming
may obscure that more marginal stations
provide local programming more efficiently
than large network affiliates which for
years worried about little more than how to
spend all the money they made. This is not
whining. Affiliates until recently had little
incentive to be efficient about anything.

INTV Critique: INTV finds the concept --
one readily embraced by the staff -- of
networks nibbling at the carcasses of
defunct independents just a little
disturbing. The 30-40% of television viewers
who will not be cable subscribers even then
undoubtedly find this cavalier attitude
towards the reduction of their viewing
options distasteful. Nonetheless, the staff’s
assertion does crystallize the issue: Should
government policies promote service to all

or to just the majority which can afford
cable?64
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OPP Fact: “We have noted that
marginal stations probably
produce little local news or
public affairs programming, so
the loss of local content
probably will be negligible.”65

OPP Prediction: “In large
markets, over-the-air service
probably will remain plentiful.
Large populations will still be
able to support many stations,
and good over-the-air service
will keep cable penetration
lower than in other areas.”¢6

OPP Opinion: “...[Clable and
DBS between them could offer
all the services now provided by
over-the-air broadcasters.”

INTV Critique: “Probably”....In any case,
this is not what the staff noted previously. It
noted that marginal stations spend less for
local programming, not that they did less.
Even if they do less, they still must provide a
sufficient amount to warrant license
renewal. Therefore, their contribution to the
discussion of significant issues in their
communities cannot be so lightly
dismissed.

INTV Critique: The staff, again, is
perpetrating a erroneous premise. No
matter how many times it is repeated,
however, it simply is not true that cable
penetration is appreciably lower in larger
markets. To the extent it might be in a few
large markets, those markets still may not
be built out completely.

INTV Critique: However, they cannot
provide them to 100% of the nation’s
television households. Cable subscribers
may get local programing provided by cable;
DBS may be available to all television
households. Only broadcast television can
provide local service to 100% of television
households. Congress figured that out in
1934, and it is no less true today.
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OPP Opinion: “Changes in
regulation may permit
television broadcasters to
achieve efficiencies that could
allow them to become more
effective competitors in an
increasingly multichannel
environment.”67

INTV “Last Word”: Great...as far as it goes,
but....such efficiencies would be of
marginal benefit and small solace to an
independent station forced to buy
programming from a network-owned
syndicator, while competing with the
network’s affiliate and depending on a
competing network owned cable system to
provide it access to the audience it is
licensed to serve. This hardly is to say the
Commission should throw up its hands and
quit. Marginal steps forward still are steps
forward. Nonetheless, some larger steps,
like maintaining broadcast stations’ access
to their audiences via cable gatekeepers and
preventing destructive vertical integration
of critical markets will do far more to
preserve broadcast service to the public.
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THE CONGRESS,
THE COMMISSION,
THE CABLE, AND
ITS LICENSE

A Brief History

Cable television developed long after the enactment of
the Copyright Act of 1909. In 1968, the United States
Supreme Court held that cable television operators infringed
no copyrights by retransmitting the signals of local
television stations.] However, the Federal Communications
FCC had asserted jurisdiction over cable television in

1965.2 The Supreme Court upheld the FCC’s assertion of

jurisdiction in 1968.3 During the late-60’s and early-70’s,
the FCC conducted a comprehensive proceeding to
determine how cable television should be regulated.
Meanwhile, CBS had sued a major cable firm,
Teleprompter, alleging copyright infringement for cable
retransmission of distant signals. The uncertainty spawned
by this litigation created a virtual standstill at the FCC.
Neither the broadcast nor cable industries wanted to
embrace regulations when the prospect remained that one
side or the other might be vindicated in the copyright
litigation. Uncertainty over the outcome of the litigation also
paralyzed Congressional action, stalling final action on an
already decades old effort to update the copyright law.
Meanwhile, in a sea of uncertainty over cable’s copyright
liability and with systems’ permitted to retransmit distant
signals by the FCC only after prohibitively time-consuming
adjudicatory proceedings, cable television development
languished.

In 1971, to break the impasse, the White House stepped
in and virtually imposed a compromise on the warring
industries. The 1971 “Consensus Agreement” was
designed to resolve the numerous copyright and
communications issues arising from cable systems’
retransmission of distant signals. The compromise was
approved and supported (albeit briefly) by the program
supply (MPAA), broadcast (NAB), and cable television
industries (NCTA).

Pursuant to the Consensus Agreement, the FCC in
1972 adopted regulations governing cable carriage of
broadcast signals.# The new FCC rules required carriage of
local television station signals, limited the number of distant
signals which could be imported into local television
markets, protected network and syndicated program
exclusivity, and required that the most proximate distant
signals be imported. Congress then was expected to pass
copyright legislation establishing a compulsory license to
carry local signals and those distant signals which the



Commission’s new rules permitted cable systems to carry, subject to protection of
valid exclusivity agreements. A statutory fee schedule for the compulsory license
would be negotiated by the cable and program supply industries for inclusion in
the new copyright law. Failing that, fees would be negotiated privately or settled
via binding arbitration.

Although the FCC had adopted rules reflecting the Consensus Agreement,
Congress, caught up in a comprehensive rewrite of the copyright law, did not
enact the compulsory license until 1976. In the interim, the Supreme Court in 1974
held that cable systems incurred no liability under the 1909 Copyright Act for

retransmission of distant broadcast signals.> The Court’s decision enhanced the
cable industry’s bargaining position in the ongoing Congressional debate.
Consequently, the compulsory license enacted by Congress in the 1976 Copyright
Act was significantly different from -- and considerably less onerous for cable
systems than -- that envisioned by the parties and the FCC in 1972. In particular,
a minimal fee schedule replaced negotiated rates and the compulsory license would
be available for any and all signals the FCC might permit systems to carry (not just
those permitted under the original 1972 rules).

In enacting the compulsory license for cable retransmission of broadcast
signals, Congress acknowledged the continuing role of communications policy
and the FCC in determining the extent and conditions of cable carriage of
broadcast signals. The new copyright act established the Copyright Royalty
Tribunal (CRT) and included provisions directing the CRT to distribute royalties
collected from cable systems and to adjust the compulsory license fees in the event
the FCC modified its rules governing signal carriage.

Even before the Congress completed passage of the 1976 Copyright Act, the
FCC had begun to dismantle the rules it had adopted in 1972. The FCC initially
repealed the so-called “leapfrogging” rule, which had required cable systems to
carry the closest distant signals. Coupled with the Commission’s deregulation of
satellite television receive-only antennas (TVRO’s), the repeal of the leapfrogging
prohibition opened the door to development of the so-called “superstations.”

Once the new copyright law became effective, a major effort was launched to
eliminate the FCC’s rules requiring syndicated program exclusivity protection and
limiting the number of distant signals which could be retransmitted by cable
systems. The FCC ultimately eliminated those rules in 1980, leaving in place only
the “must carry” rules for local stations and the network non-duplication rules
from among the rules envisioned and adopted in 1972. As called for by the
Copyright Act, the CRT adjusted the fees for additional distant signals beyond
those permitted by the 1972 rules and imposed a surcharge on distant signals no
longer subject to the syndicated exclusivity rules.® In 1984, Congress passed the
1984 Cable Act, largely deregulating cable.”

INTV « PAGE 2



Five years later the courts held the FCC’s “must carry” rules unconstitutional.
The FCC’s attempt to reinstate must carry rules met the same fate in 1987.
Consequently, cable systems now have no obligation to carry local stations.

Meanwhile, by 1988, over 50% of television households had subscribed to
cable television. Realizing that cable had matured and that “must carry” rules were
suspect constitutionally, the FCC in 1989 recommended repeal of the compulsory
license and reimposed syndicated exclusivity requirements. In 1990, the FCC
reiterated its call for repeal of the compulsory license, but urged reinstitution of
“must carry” requirements pending Congressional action to repeal the compulsory
license.

Also in 1990, the House passed cable legislation which among other things
would have enacted statutory must carry requirements. The Senate failed to pass
the bill, however.

Most recently, the FCC launched a comprehensive inquiry into the so-called
“new video marketplace.” The FCC is seeking therein to appreciate the changes in
the marketplace for video programming and the public policy implications of those
changes and to modify its rules accordingly. Underlying the FCC’s inquiry is a
staff study which concluded that:

The broadcast television industry has suffered an irreversible,
long-term decline in audience and revenue shares, which will continue
through the current decade.®

1Fortnightly Corp. United Artists Television, 392 U.S. 390 (1968).
2First Report and Order on Microwave-Served CATV, 38 FCC 683 (1965).

3United States v. Southwestern Cable Co., 392 U.S. 157 (1968)
4Cable Television Report and Order, 36 FCC 2d 141 (1972).

STeleprompter v. Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 415 U.S. 394 (1974).

6In 1981-2, legislation designed to codify syndex, must carry rules, and reaffirm the

compulsory license passed the House (H.R. 5949), but not the Senate. It had been supported by
NAB, NCTA, and MPAA. The House Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and the
Administration of Justice, marking up the bill on a sequential referral, narrowly voted down a
proposal to eliminate the compulsory license,

7Although the Act prohibits most restrictions on cable programming and services, the Congress
expressly recognized the FCC’s “must carry” rules.

8Setzer, Florence, and Levy, Johnathan, “Broadcast Television in a Multichannel

Environment,” OPP Working Paper Series, No. 26 (June, 1991), 6 FCC Rcd 3996 (1991)
[hereinafter cited as “OPP Paper”]. ’
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veshington, dC et 71 2| | 3 1,718,600 | 245,5%4 | 190,936 | 190,950 | 143,217
Houston [t 1w | 2 { 1] [1,483,200 | 134,836 | 114,092 | 103,93 | 105,943
Cleveiand [0 ] 1. | v | | |1,645,100 | 144,510 | 131,373 | 131,373 | 131,373
At(ents [ 12 ] w0 | | { [1,621,300 | 142,130 | 142,130 | 142,130 | 142,130
Tampa-$t. Petersburg [ 3] ¢ | 2 | | |1,357,700 | 123,427 | 104,438 | 104,438 | 96,513
Hirrwepolis-8t. Paul [ 16 v | v | 1t {1,355,000 | 123,182 | 112,917 | 104,231 | 79,706
nlam b1 1w} 3] | {1,326,100 | 132,610 | 102,008 | 102,008 | 162,008
Seattie-Tacoma j16] 9| & | | & 1,311,600 | 145,733 | 100,802 | 100,892 | 77,153
Pittsburgh IR | | 1t }1,156,800 | 192,800 | 192,800 | 192,800 | 165,287
st. touls w8 | | | J1,111,600 | 138,930 | 138,950 | 138,950 | 138, 930
Derwver w9y 2| 3| | 4 1,048,400 | 87,367 | 69,093 | 49,853 | 65,523
Phoenix [20] 10 | | 1V | 2 |1,029,900 | 102,990 | V3,67 | 85,825 | T3, 564
Secremento- stockton fav ) & | | | |1,025,600 | 128,200 | 128,200 | 128,200 | 20,200
Saltimore |22 6 | | | | 945,700 | 157,617 | 137,617 | 187 617 | 137,417 ¢
Kertford-New Naven (23 & | 2 | v | | 911,400 | 151,900 | 113,928 | 161,247 | 101, 247 |
O Lando-Daytona Baeach-Melbourne j26 ) 10 | 3 | | 1 | 909,100 | 90,910 | 65,931 | 69,931 | 64,936
San Diego s | 7 ] j | 906,400 | 129,486 | 129,486 | 129,486 | 129,488
Indienapol is [ 261 0 | | | 't | 875,800 | 87,380 | 87,380 | 87,380 | PV, 436
Portiand, OR fer | 8 | 1| ] v | 814,900 | 101,863 | 90,344 | 90,544 | 81,490
nilwaskeo f28; & | v | |t | 773,400 | 96,675 | 85,913 | 85,913 | T340
Karsas City l2o ] 7 | [ | 763,500 | 109,071 | 109,37Y | 95,438 | 93,438
Cincinneti 30 5 | | | v | 792,000 | 150,400 | 150,400 | 150,400 | 125,333
Chorlotte f31] 6 | 2} v | | 764,100 | 124,017 | 93,013 | 82,678 | 82,678
Mashville {32 8} 3 ] v | v | 7Tho00 | 8,988 | & 718 | 39,32 | 54,762
Columbue, OM 1331 6 | | ] | 690,600 | 115,100 | 113,100 | 115,100 | 115, 100
Releigh-Durhem [ 3% | & | 1t | 1 | t | 683,000 | 8,375 | 73,880 | 48,300 | 2,
$resnville-Spartarburg, BC-Asheville, WC | 35| & | 1 | | 3 | 650,900 | 108,483 | 92,986 | 92,984 | 65,090
New Or|ears P36 S | v | 3 | 1 | 61,700 | 128,340 | 106,950 | 71,300 | 6,170
ittalo 1371 6 § 1 | | v | 614,300 | 102,385 | 87,757 | 87,757 | 76,788
Memph {8 |81 8 | 2 | | | 609,600 | 121,920 | 87,086 | 87,086 | 87,086
Grand Rapide-Kelsmszoo-Battie Creek 13 71 t | | | 604,500 | 86,357 [ 75,563 | 73,343 | 75,563
Ok lshome City |40 { & | 2 | | 3 | 600,000 | 75,000 | 60,000 | 40,000 | 46,154
Salt Lake City {«1 ] 8 | 2 | [ 3 | 97,700 { 74,748 [ SS,YPO | 39,770 | 4,977
tan Antonio je2] & | | % | 1 | s88,800 | 73,600 | 73,600 | 33,327 | 49,087
Hor folk-Portsmouth- Newport News-Hempton 43| 6 | v | | | 377,000 | 96,167 | 82,429 | 82,429 | 82,429
Harrisburg-York-Lancaster - L sbennon | &4 | 6 | | |t ] 564,400 | 9,067 | 94,067 | 9,067 | 80,629
Providence, Ri-New Bedford, ma j s | &« | 2 | | | 539,600 | 139,900 | 93,247 | 93,247 | 93,287
West Palm Beach-Fort Plerce-vero Beach e | 5 | v | | 1 | 533,800 | 106,760 | 88,967 | 88,947 | 76,257
toutaville &7 &6 | 1 | | | 530,400 | 88,400 | 75,771 | 73,771 | le P24
trraboro-Minston Salem-Nigh Point |46 | & | i | | 522,200 | es,27s | &5,2r3 | 65,278 | 58,022
© sirminghwm 60 | 7 | ! | { 518,600 | 74,086 | 74,086 | 74,086 | 51,840
Charleston-Nuntington fso| s} 2| { | $11,900 | 102,380 | 73,120 | 73,129 | 51,190



MAMBER OF TV HOUSEWOLDS IN EACK AD! TODAY PER STATION CATEGORY - SORTED 8Y ADI RANK

Dayton

Albuquerque

Vilkes Sarre-Scranton

Al bary - Schanac tady- Troy

Jacksorwille

Tulsa

Littie ROCK

Flint-Sagine-Bay City

Fresno-Yisalla

Vichita-wutchinson

Mobile, AL-Persacola, FL

Tol edo

k| chmond

Krnoxvilie

shreveport, LA-Texarkena, TX

Green Bay-Appelton

Des Moines

foanoke - L ynchburg

Syracuse

Portiand-Poland Spring

Omaha

Austin, TX

Lexington

Rochester, NY

Springfield-Decatur-Chaspe | gn

Patuceh, KY-Cape Glrardesy, WO
-Marrisburg-Marion, 1L

south Bend-Elkhart

Spok ane

Deverport, lA-Rock lelend-Moline, IL

Tucson

Chat tancoge

Ceder Rapids-water!oo-Dubuque

springfield, MO

Sristol, VA-Kingeport-Johnson City, TN

#untsyi | {e-Decatur-Florence

Les Veges

Columbia, &

Jackean, N§

Johratoun-Al toons

Mad | son

YOuUNgs t OWin

Eversville

Fort Myere-Neples

Baton Rouge

Greoerw! (Le-New Bern-Washington

eco-Temple

toringtieid, MA

Lincoln-Heatings-Kearney

burl(ngton, VI-Pletteburgh, MY

NUMBER OF TV HOUSENOLDS 1N EACK ADI PER:
[ADI |# OPER| # CP | # APP| # VAG|ADI TV WH |OPERATING| OP ¢ CP |OP+CPeAP | OmeCPeapey
[RANK| 8TA. | STA. | STA, | BTA. |  (000) | STATION |STATIONS [STATIONS |  STATIONS

‘....[ ...... l ...... I ...... ' ..... . ..........l ....... I ........ ' ........ ' ........

l

[ 5y 6 | | | 1 | 506,300 [ 84,383 | 84,383 | 8,343 | 72,32¢
|52 % | 2 | | & | 506,000 | 33,733 | 29,765 | 29,765 | 2,09
{53 s | 2 | | | 492,400 | 98,480 | 70,343 | 70,343 | 70,343
e | % | v | | | 491,500 | 96,300 | 81,917 | 81,917 | a, oy
1551 ¢ | 3 | | | 474,300 | 79,08 | 32,700 | 32,700 | 52,700
[36] 7 | 1 | t | 2 | 471,300 | 67,329 [ 38,913 | 32,367 | 42,845
157 6 | 2 | i | 461,200 | 76,867 | 57,450 | 37,450 | 37,430
- I [ | 2 | 453,700 | 90,740 | 90,740 | 90,740 } 64,814
}se ) T3 | | 1 | a37,700 | e2,529 [ 43,770 | 43,770 | », 7%
jeo | 3 | v | ¢ | 431,50 | 33,192 | 30,821 | 30,821 | 3,972
jet ] ¢ 4 v | | | 419,000 | 6,356 | 41,900 | 41,900 | 41,900
j6 ) 5 | [ v | 1 | 414,500 | 82,900 | 82,900 | 69,08 | 9,214
e | 3 | | | 1t | 410,800 | 82,160 | 82,160 | 82,160 | 68,467
& | S | v | v [ 402,800 | 80,560 | 67,133 | 57,343 | 57,543
[ 65| & | v ] v | 3 | 309,600 | 97,400 | 717,920 | 64,933 | 4,209
Jes | 7| & | | 2 | 388,400 | 55,486 | 35309 | 35,309 | 2,877
jer | &« | 2 | | & | 387,500 | 96,875 | 64,583 | 64,583 | 38,730
| o8| 6 | 3 | | 1 ] 376,300 | 62,717 | 41,811 | 41,811 | 37,630
68 5 | v | | 1 ] 373,600 | 74,720 | 62,267 | 62,27 | 53,371
fro] & | v |1 ] 38,700 | 92,425 | T3, %0 | T3, %0 | 61,017
fre ] & | 2 | | 363,400 | 90,850 | 60,567 | 60,567 | 60,547
7] &« | 2] { | 362,900 | 90,725 | 60.4a3 | 60,483 | 60,483
| 73] & | v | | 2 | 358,800 | 59,800 | 51,257 | 51,257 | ¥, 887
[ 76 ] & | | | | 3%,100 | 88,525 | 68,525 | 88,525 | 88,525
I T 1 |1 | 342,600 | 42,825 { 2,825 | 42,825 | 38,067
jr6 ] 6 | 2z | [ 3 | 332,800 | 55,467 | 41,600 | 41,600 | 30,25
. | l l [ | | | l

[ 77 ¢ | | | | 321,600 | 80,400 | 80,400 | 80,400 | 80, 600
|78 s | 2 | [ 1 ] 321,300 | 64,260 | 45,900 | 45,900 | 40,163
fm™ | 5 | | [ 2 | 316,600 | 635,286 | 63,280 | 63,280 | 43,200
[s0 ] 5 | 2| | 2 ] 313,900 | 62,780 | 44,843 | 4,843 | 3,878
| & s | 1| | | 310,800 | 62,160 | 31,800 | 51,800 | 51,800
|82 s | 2 | ] 2 | 308,500 | 61,700 | 44,07V | 44,070 | 3,28
|82} & | [ | 1 | 308,500 | 77,25 | T2 | T35 | 61,706
{8 | & | 1 | | | 307,100 | 76,7TS | 61,420 | 61,420 | 61,420 ¢
|85 | ¢ | | | 2 | 302,500 | 50,417 | 50,417 | 50,417 | 37,813 !
j 8| T | | | 300,600 | 42,%3 | 42,9%3 | 37,57% | 37,575 |
a7 | & ] v | | | 300,300 | 75,075 | 40,060 | 60,060 | 30,050 |
|88 4 | ¥ | | v | 293,500 | 73,375 | 41,929 | 41,929 | 36,688 |
j8 ) S| 1| | 1 | 285,800 | 57,160 | 47,633 | 47,833 | 40,829 ;
jeo & | 1 ] 1 | 280,100 | 70,025 | $6,020 | 56,020 | 6,603 |
{9 3 | | | | 2rr,000 | 92,333 | 92,333 | 92,333 ) 92,333
921 % | | | 3 | 264,500 | 52,900 | 32,900 | 52,900 | 33,063 |
193 s | v | [ | 260,600 | 52,120 | 43,433 | 43,433 | 43,433 |
94| 4 | | | | 2%4,t00 | 43,525 | 43,525 | 63,525 | 63,525 |
[ o8] & | 2| | 1 | 252,900 | 63,225 | 42,150 | 42,180 | 3,129 |
[ S} v 1| | 249,000 | 49,800 | 41,500 | 35,871 | 35,57 !
jor | 2 | | [ 1 | 246,100 | 123,050 | 123,050 | 123,050 | 82,085 |
f 98 T | 1 | 1 | & | 243,90 | 34,83 | 30,488 | 27,100 | 18,762 |
| 9] & | |1 | U} 241,600 | 60,400 | 60,400 [ 48,320 | 40,257 |



MABER OF TV HOUSENOLOS [N EACH ADI TODAY PER STATION CATEGORY - SORTED 8Y ADl RANK

€l Paso

Coloredo $prings-Pusbio
fort \eyrwe

s{oux Falle-Nitchetl
severnah
nontgosary - Selme
Charigeton, $C

Lane {ng
peoria-sloomington
Forgo

tal inas-Monterey
Auguste

Santa Barbara-santa Karia-Sen Luis Obispo

weAl {an-Brownevi({e
Fort smith

Tallahassee, FL-Thomesville, QA

Lafeystte, LA

Rono

Tyler-Longview
Columbus, GA

Eugene

wonroe, LA-EL Dorasdo, AR
Amsrillo

Racon

Corpus Christ!

La Crosse-Esu Claire
Yok ina

Traverse City-Cadillac
Wausa-khinel ender
Columbus - Tupelo
puluth, W-superior, Wi

Wichita Falls, TX-Lawton, OX

Tetre Haute
Boamont -Port Arthur
ftinghaston
Rockford
Soise

Topeka

sfoux Clty
Chico-Redding
Florerce, $C
Bakersfield
Erie

\heeling, W-Steuberwville, OH

Wilaington

Sluefiald-Backliey-Oak Hill
Rocheater, MK-Meson City, [A-Austin, MW
Nirot-Bismarck-Oickinson, MD-Glondive, MT

Odeese-Midlend
Joplin, MO-Pitteburg, kS

[ADI |# OPER| # CP | # AMP| # VAC[ADI TV KN
[RANK| STA. | STA. | STA. | $TA. | (000)

[--eefeemeee EREREE [oree-- [-=-ee Y ERTTETRPES
[fo0 ] 9 | v | ! | 237,700
[to1 | & | | | ¢ | 237,300
oz | s | | | | a0
[t03 )] & | 1 | | v | 232,300
fvod | 4 | T | 232,200
[t05 ] s | v | v | t | 225,900
[106 | & | v | | | 224,100
hor| &« | v | | 23,90
[vo8 | & | 1] ! | 223,100
[to9 | 8 | | | 2 | 218,600
[110 | & | ! | | 213,200
AR RN Y I i | | 211,100
Mzl s | b1 | 207,600
s [ ¢}t | 1 ] 1 | 204,600
116 | & | | | | 198,100
s | ¢ | 1t | we,800
116 | 3 | | | | 194,600
mr | os |t | 3 | 192,800
(RRT IR T T B [ 8 } 191,000
119 {5 | ! Iy ] 186,200
f120 | 6 | 1 | v | 1 | 18,100
129 | 4 | It | 2 | 18,900
122 ] & | i {1 | 178,100
123 | 4 | | 1] 1 | 176,100
[126 | & | ! [ v | 174,900
1251 s | 1 | | 2 | 168,700
Pas | 71 | | 1| 1820
ner | 7 | | | 1 ] 166,700
1127 ] 3 | | i 3 | 168,700
129 | 3 | ) |2 | 165,100
(10} & | 1 ] [ & | 164,400
j1sv | & |t | 1 | 162,900
sz ] 3| | [ 1 | 161,800
133 | 3| ] | v} 161,200
13 | 3 | | | | 158,600
(158 { & | | f | 157,900
{136 | 4 | 1| |2 | 157,600
[137 1 3 | | | 2 | 157,300
|137 | 3 | | ] { 157,300
j139 | & | | | 2 | 157,200
f40 | 3 | 2 | | [ 156,100
J161 | & | | |t | 155,600
w2 | & | | I [ 153,300
j63 | 2 | | | | 152,800
jrea | 3 | I ! | 145,600
s 4 2 | v | 1| [ 145,500
j1e8 | 3 | | | | 143,900
jer | 1t | I | 6 | 143,200
[168 | 6 | I [ 2 | 143,000
149 | ¢ | 1 | | v | 142,000

NUMBER OF TV NOUSEHOLDS IN EACH ADI PER:
|OPERATING| OP + CP |OP+CPeAP
[STATIONS {S$TATIONS

STATION

43,728
28,117
26,029
23,814
55,567
55,033
312,880
32,580
53,933
33,733
52,847
39,473
31,520
52,433
52,433
39,300
31,220
33,900
38,378
76,400
8,333
48,500
47,967
13,018
23,833
28,400

23,7170
59,328
46,700
25,81
48,440
32,27
4,820
4,780
4,620
27,329
93,300
$2,7TS
600
3,100
49,328
8,700
6,847
32,133
31,483

37,240

23,01
36,580
29,643
35,220
43,728

28,117 |

2,029
23,814

$%,%47 |

$5, 033
32,880
32,380
13,933
33,733
52,867
39,478
31,320
52,433
52,433
39,300
31,220
34,000
38,375
76,400
8,333
36,373
7,97
13,018
23,818
28,400

| oPeCPoapay

I
l
|
|
|
|
I
{
|
|
I
!
|
I
i
I
!
|
I
!
t
I
|
I
|
!
I
|
|
[
|
I
|
|
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|

STATIONS

47,460
&4, T80
3,50
46,440
2,38
4,820
A, 780
620
21,30
s, 300
52, 77%
34, 600
2,29
49,525
38,90
8,867
21,422
17,364
31,033
2,454
26,129
25,43
29,350
3%, 560
21,088
21,025
20,838
27, 763
33,020
18,267
27,150
40,450
40,300
52,867

.45

22,51
31, 440
52,433
26,200

31,220 .
31,120 ¢

33,378

76,400
48,333
36,375

47,967
B, 424
17,87S
3,667



MUMBER OF TV MGUSENOLDS [N EACH AD! TODAY PER BTATION CATEGORY - SORTED 8Y ADT MANK

Lubbock

Albery, GA

Nedf ord
Columbie-Jefferson City
Clerksburg-wWeston
Bangor

Quincy, [L-Wemnibal, MO
3i{ox!-Gul tport -Pascagoul e
Ab{{ene- Suweetiater
Dothan

Idaho falis-Pocatello
Utice

sal {sbury

Rapid City
Leurel-Hottioeburg
Gairesville
Alexandris, LA

Elmira

8{ltings-nardin

Parwme City
Yetertown-Certhage
Grearwood-Greenville
Jonteboro

Loke Charles

Missouls

Ardmore - Ade
Harr i sonburg

Palm Springs

ElL Centro, CA-Yuma, AZ
Neridien

Grend Junction-Durango
Great falls

Jeckson, TH

Tuscaloosa

Marquette

Eureke

sen Angelo

Butte

$t. Joseph

Bowl ing Green

Amniston

Lefayette, IN
Cheyenne, \WY-Scottabluff, NE-Sterling, CO
Casper-Riverton
Hagerstouwn

Lime

Cheriottesville
Parkersburg

Laredo

larwsville

NUMBER OF TV HOUSENOLDS (M EACH ADI PE:
[ADI |# OPER| @ CP | # ABP| # VAC|ADI TV HN |OPERATING| OP ¢ CP |OP+CP+AP | OPeCBeAS
|RAMK| STA. | STA. | $TA, | STA. | (000) | STAYION |STATIONS |STATIONS |  S$TATIC

Ot ERSRR ERRetd BECEE Ml M [ eremees freeeaees Bl B
j1so | 6 { 1 | [ 1 | 139,700 | 34,925 | 27,90 | 27,940 | .2
(159 | ¢ | s | [ 1 | 138,000 [ 34,500 | 15,333 | 15,333 | 13,8
1152 | 8 | | v | v | 133,600 | 27,080 | 27,080 | 22,347 | 19,3
{153 | & | ! I | 126,900 | 31,725 | 31,723 | 31,725 | 3,y
154 | 3 | { ! [ 124,300 | 42,100 | 42,100 | 42,100 | 42, %
f1ss | 3 | J ! | 118,300 | 39,433 | 39,433 | 39,433 | w4
156 | 3 | | i | 116,000 | 38,667 | 38,667 | 38,647 | 38, ¢
|1sr ]2 | | [ 2 | 115,300 | 57,650 | 37,630 | 57,450 | 2.8
{158 | 3 | ! |V | 113,900 | 37,967 | 37,967 | 37,967 | 2,4
f1%9 ] 3 | v | | 1 ] 105,500 | 3S,167 | 26,375 | 25,375 | 2,
160 | 3 | i |5 | 105,200 | 35,067 | 35,067 | 33,067 | 13,0
61 | 3 | | 1§ t | 101,900 | 33,97 | 33,947 | 25,473 | 20,5
|62 | 2 | | [t | 95,900 | 47,950 | 47,950 | 47,950 | 31, %
163 | 6 | 1 | v | 2 | 9200 | 15367 | 13,470 | 11,328 | 9%
& |2 | | | v | 91,000 | 45,500 | 45,300 | 45,500 | 30,33
165} 2 | 1 | | 1 | 89,500 | 4,730 | 29,833 | 29,813 | 2.3
j1es | 2 | | [ 1 | 88,100 | 44,050 | 44,030 | 44,050 | ¥,
vy 2 v ]| | 84,600 | 42,300 | 28,200 | 21,150 | 21,15
e8| & | 2 | [ 1 | 88,900 | 20,975 | 13,063 | 13,983 | 11,9
|16 | 3 | v | 83,600 | 27,867 | 27,867 | 20,90 | 20,9
R Eo: I B S | | | 82,800 | 49,400 | 41,400 | 41,400 | 41,40
iy 2 | | | 2 | 82,500 | 41,250 | 41,230 | 41,250 | 20,42
e )| [ | 77,500 | 77,500 | 77,500 | 38,780 | urs
ity |2 | | | | 76,500 | 38,250 | 38,250 | 34,230 | 38,25
126 | & | | | 1 | 76,000 | 19,000 { 19,000 | 19,000 | 15,20
stz | | | 74,700 | 37,350 | 37,330 | 37,330 | 37,35
176 |t | | | | 73,600 | 73,400 | 73,600 | 73,400 | 73,46
nrry o 2 | [ | | 72,300 | 36,150 | 36,130 | 36,150 | 3, 1%
jfre | & 1| |t | 67,400 | 16,850 | 13,480 | 13,480 | i, 83
nwi| 3 | | ] | 66,500 ) 22,167 | 22,167 | 22,167 | 22,16
[180 | & | | | 3 | 65,700 | 16,425 | 16,425 | 16,425 | ¢, %8
j181 | 3 | | 1 | &6 | 6,600 | 21,533 | 21,533 | 16,180 | 6,46
[182 ] 2 | | ! | 59,300 | 29,650 | 29,6430 | 29,650 | 29,6%
jrle3 | 2 | | [V | S8900 | 29,450 | 29,430 | 29,450 | 19,63
& | 1|2 | | | 55,000 | 55,000 | 18,333 | 18,333 | 18,33
j18s | 3 1| | | 53,300 | 17,767 | 13,323 | 13,323 | 13,32
j186 | 3 | 2 | i | 50,600 | 16,867 | 10,120 | 10,120 | 10, 12
187 | 3 | [ 1 ] 1 | 48,300 | 16,100 | 16,100 | 12,075 | 9,68
[ve8 {2 | | { | 47,400 | 23,700 | 23,700 | 23,700 | 2, ™
jes | v | v | [ 1 | 47,000 | 47,000 { 23,300 | 23,500 | 15,66.
jreo} 1| | | | 45,600 | 45,600 | 45,600 | 45,600 | 48,601
fro1 | v | | [ | 64,300 | 44,300 | 44,300 | 44,300 | &4, 30
[92 ] s | 1 | | 1 | 4,200 | 8,80 ] 7,37 | 7,367 | 6,31
j193 1 6 | | [ 1 | 43,901} 7,097 | 787 | 71,37 | 6,21
j1es | 2 | | | | 43,300 | 21,650 | 21,650 | 21,650 | 21,650
jt9s | 2 | | | Y | 41,800 | 20,800 | 20,800 | 20,800 | 13,8
[19s | v | o1 ] 41,600 | 41,600 [ 41,600 | 20,800 | 20, 80¢
jtor | v | ! ] v | 39,100 | 39,100 | 39,100 | 39,100 | 19, 5%
{1986 | ¢ | | ! | 37,700 | 9,425 | 9,428 | 9,425 | 9,42
e | 1| | | | 37,200 | 37,200 | 37,200 | 37,200 | 17,200



MUMBER OF TV NOUSEMOLDS IN EACH ADI TODAY PER STATION CATEQORY - SORTED 8Y ADI RANK

Twin Faile

Flagatatf

Presque Isle

Ottummn, [A-Kirkuville, MO
Send

Yictorie

Mankato

Weleona

HoTth Platte

Alpens

Alosks
Charlotte-Amslieo-Christ{ansted
Cuan

Hawe { §

Puerto Rico

|AD1 | OPER| # CP | # APP| # VAC|ADL TV KM
.| 8TAL | 8TAL | $TAL |

[RANK] £TA
o Rt s
j200 | 2 |
j201 | % |
02 | 1 |
jeos | 2 |
{204 | v |
(203 | 2 |
|206 | 1|
j207 ) 1|
f208 | v |
{209 | 1 |
o v |
[ o] l
Lol 2|
Pot w9
Lof v |

—_ O -~ O

(000)

26,500
26,300
23,200
19,300
18,100
18, 700

NUNBER OF TV HOUBEHOLDS [N EACK AD] PER:
|OPERATING| OGP + CP [OPeCPeAP | OP4CPeAPeY |

| BTATION [STATIONG [STATIONS

15,050 |
7,478 |
29,000 |
14,350 |
26,500 |
8,767 |
23,200 |
9,630 |
18,100 |
15,700 |

15,080
T ATS
29,000
14,350
26,500
8,747
23,200
9,8%0
18,100
13,700

[
l
!
I
l

l
[
!
|
i
[
I
!
|
l
!
l
|
|
|

STATIONS |



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C.

MM Docket No. 91-221

In the Matter of

Review of the Policy Implications
of the
Changing Video Marketplace

EXHIBIT 4




